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' “;is trend mare évidant than in .the recent attempts %o investigaté tha

K>
’ Ihqividuals Eommanly find themaalves in situations where they nugt

]IﬁTRQDaéTIoN"

‘;f g [ T I P . - N VR
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TR N . : . |
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PEYGhﬂlegiata are, eurrently advacating an, intetdiaciplinary “Ll:

aﬁprﬁaéhkta the study of psycholcgical iasuesi Nawhere ia tq&g :(n o

.

relatiﬂnship betwegn cognitive ;Fgeessea End saﬂiai behavigr (cf.~»

Garrﬂll & Payne. 19?6: Harvey. Iekes. & Kidﬂ. 19?5 19783 Wyéf. 1974){’5*

”éintegraté\ﬂiverse typea and often 1arge quantities af infarmatian f

't}behaviar éf athersxin givgn situationg.: Until recently. attributian

vand subsequently make an interpretatien or arrive at samé type af

‘jud%ment baaed:upen their Jhégrstanding of that infarmatian._'

Rasearchera in the area af attributian theary havg facused

on a cammﬂn theme: Haw Ea pebple interpret their own behaviars

and the behaviers of @thers? Attributian theorists implicitly

assume that individuals are intrinsieally intereated in the cauaes,f

llaf behaviar ‘since this enablss “them to antieipate and eantrﬂl the

S,

LI

thearists have not- direet;y investigated cngnitivg pracesses sueh

* as encuding and retrieval._ Rather. the focus has been on the

resultant attribution itaelf accampanied by an implieit aeknawledgmen1
ef the interven;ng pracesses. Studies using the typical attributian
paradigm hawEaeanverged on 4 number nf well—carrgbaratéd findings.'

]

The extent to whieh a behavior is perceived tg reflect an internal

. dispcsit;an of an aetor is pusitively related to the degree to which

‘;19583 Janes & Davis, 1965; . Kelley, 19?1) | This principle has been

-
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";Jevgn when patential canatraints on the actar 8. behaviar are(mada:;

|  quite evident ta an gbserver. the tendeney remains to assume that

- '; .

'”f;demanstratad in a number of e

;f{ 1961; Stainar & Fielﬂ 1969; Thibaut & Riecken. l§55) Hawever.

_by the aetar. ?";4

<¢;‘ nis (Janaé. Davis. & Gergen. |

-

}

. the behaviar ef an aetar refleets the aetor 8. true inelinatiansi"

This phﬁnamengn has been demnnstrated empirically en a number gf '

' d;fferéht accasians (Janes & Harris. 1957: Sehneider & Miller. lQ?El
;'Snyder & anes, 19?6: Miller, ;976) Stimulus materials are |

typically in the fcrm of an essay that has purpartedly been written

I 4
-

Attr;butian thearists agree that 1ndividuals reflect on the |

-uayailablé 1ﬁicrmatian whén asked to make an attribut;an of :some type.i=.i
-‘A few investigaters are eurrently studying the relatlanship between |
";memary and the attributicn process.. For example. Prycr and Kriss

-(1977) . in two rélated Etudies manipulated the salience of informatlnn

and fnund reaetlan times for recagniz;ng the . mare salient infarmatian

to ba less and attributions af causality ta be greater, Taylor and

o Fiske (19?5) assumed that memcry might mediate pereeptigns of
:-f causality but their results ‘were incunclusivei Harvey, Yarkin,

, Lighther. Erealauer. and - Strange (19?8) faund a poaitive relatienshipﬁ

between the’ number of causal statements made by an observer when

"'aaked to view an interpersanal enequnter and the aecuraey of recall

_ fbr the specifics af the interaeticn. The authars alsa disccvered
\that subjects ‘who were g;ven instructions tu remémber as much as
»pcssible abaut the interactian were more apt to 1ater describe
- it in terms -of causal unltsi As these recent studies indicate,.

.investigatars are now facusing on the cognitiwe determiqgnts cf o

attrlbutian prDGEEEEE.‘ Relatively few researchers, hpwever,ahave
1



L _he eansistency between the prlér infarmatian pravided abaut a

‘ therimpact of a given behav1or shculd be related" to 1ts diagnos-

" the actar fraély chnnses ts*engage in the behav1ara

. change should be 1353 11Kely when the actor 8 behaviar has been :

’;af—tige_ . }ﬁ

- SubJects.

g

,,,,, nura f;

time.. Therefare thﬂ majgf purpsae ef tha prgagnt EXhﬁ?iMEE

af time. _ ‘ _ a0 .\ K
B  § An ind;vidua;‘s impress;gn af a given persen shauld naturally -

}\ refleet ‘the infcrmatign made avallable abaut that persan.' If tra }'f,;i

_pattern of infcrmatiﬁn differa frD? one 1nd1vidual tc anather.'
\their cgrrespanding impressians shauld reflect this d;fference.

’“H@wever. behavioral infcrmatian may not always bé GQHEiStent “it

7

, previaualy held impressian. In the present experlment we varie’

given persan and the sgbsequent behaviar perfermed by that persan.

H

IQ additien we varied the diagncstieity of that behavlcr. Tﬁav

impressions peaple farm should ‘be influenced by the accumulatian

Qf ﬂEW infarmatian.; If a behav1ar of an actur iE cansistent with

A impressign fcrmed frum prev1eus statements ‘made by that actor, -\
the&impressian should be strengthéned.
sis

If the behav1gr.is.inean-’

Furthermore,

ticl,y. Impresslgn change shauldfbe more likely ta regult, when

Hawever, such \

ccnstfained in some manner. Our gaal was tg test the abave
prediptieﬂs. bath when the resulting ;mpressions and attr;but;cns
are measured 1mmed;ately and when théy are measured after a passage

A
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'eeh participant was eeheﬂuled.fer twe eeeeiene.;‘

' twe weeke ePert. e

vﬁTWe terget pereene ‘were ereeted by varying the ettitude

e f!h neutrel etetementa were eheeen;ae theee ta be mede by the .

t;Pereen., Ten eeneervetive ettitude etetemente and

ﬁ,hi ,eme ten neutral etetemente ‘were eheeen as ‘those to be made by

l

yceneervétive"TEr etfPereen. Twe eeeeye were elee eenetrueted

. \ene generelly fevering the 1egaliij§?on of- merljuena and one )

'y
*

generelly epgee;ng legelizetlen. _ _ _ o
' The etﬁitude etlmdll were reﬁdemly d13pleyeﬂ on e whlte screen
for epp:ezimetely three eeeenﬂe by a Kedak Ektographic RA- 966 )
lRenaem Aeeeee Pre;eeter‘_ All eubjeete were teld that. theee
etetemente hed been endereed by a fellow undergraduate. Helf ef
the eubjeete v1ewed the ten l;berel etetemente and the ten lrrelevent
ietetemente- The remein;ng eub;eete-&ieweﬂ the ten eeneervetive
etetemente end thefeeme ten 1rre1event etetemente..
All eub;eete vere . then given an eeeey to reed that had been
;,'purpef&ediy wrltten by the terget pereen. ﬂHelf of the eubjeete
. were glven the preamerljuene egsay te feed end half were glven the :;
ent;—merljuene ‘essay. Furthermore. ‘half of the eub;eete were
. tel& ‘that the target pereen had freely chogen the position taken
ffln the eeeey end helf were teld ‘that the terget person had been |
. aeé:éned the pee;tlen teken. _ g | _
‘ /| The dee;gn eeneieted of a 2 (Ierget Peresn'giettltudee: leerel

Vs, Coneervetive) X2 (Eeeey D;reetlon: Pre—mer;guene ve., Anti-

"mer;juene) X 2 Lw:lter s Che;ee: Free Choice vs. Aee;gned) complete

6

SNty purpertedly/ﬁade by eeeh.! Ten 1iberel attituﬂe stétementsﬁ




faefari*_

A .exparimantal eanait;ana.

”aakad to eatimata the target paraan s true attituda taward tha

' 1egalizatinn of marijuana onao (Strangly Dppaaad) ta 10 (Strangly

: which cantainad thirty naw attitﬁﬂe/atatamanta and ware inatructaa

with 10 aubjeata randamly aaaignad ta aaah of tha aight

After avaryane haa wishe d raading the aaaay. aubjacta ware

ety
:in,Favar) aaale. Subjeata ware than givan a dack of- camputar carﬂa \

" ta rank tha statements appaar;ng on tha cards fram thoaa most 1ikaly

?_étQ be aade bY the targat PEﬁaan ta thaaa 1aaat 1;Ealy to be made

'méaauraa anee again.i At the cnnaluaian of the aeeand aaaaicn,

raaaarch praaact.

by that paraan, Theae atatementa wara alaa rated by aub;eata on

"-:a canaarvativa-libaral dimanainn. A aubjact‘a rating nf each

statement waa muitlpiiad by 1ta ranklng. Theaa raaulting prndueta

ware summed 1nlarQEr to prcv1de a maaaura of each- aubjact' currant

3

" impression of the t%rget paraan. Lawar numbars ind;catad a mara
liberal -impression and hlghar numbera indiaataa A more EQnaarvativa’

'impreaaian. Subjaata also almply rated the targat paraan on a

0 (Ganaarvat;va) to 10 (Liberal) acaia. o ﬂ, ' o e
C ALl participants raturnad appraximataly two weeks ‘later far |

the second gession. At thla tima aubjacta reapandaﬂ ta the dapanﬂent

each pai icipant waa thanked for hia ar har partiaipatian in the R

[}

4 s
i

Raaulta. The ;mpaet of tha aaaay on aubjacta impraaalana was

assessed by analyaing their ranking af tha attituda atatamenta.

?

A marginally aignificant twaﬁway 1nteractinn betwaan aaaay diractinn
and constraint (F = 3.49, df = 1/79, p{ .10) reveals thatfdur;ng!

the first aeaaiané;ha affeet of easay diraétian on aubjécta‘
"\V_,.[' . ' { :
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. d;splayed in F;gure 2).,
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| ‘Nin Figure 10" chever. ad analysis ‘of - the rankings cnllectEd ‘two
f——;t*—WEEEEZIEtET“vaﬁtiS—ﬁﬁf'uch‘interactian‘(F’ 1”5 éfEEﬁif?? N

Zimpressiaﬁs was greater‘when the ealay pcsiticn was freely chasen

: rather than assigned. The. nature of the, iﬂtézaet*ﬁn is 513P15Y3d _“

v

p - ng) Instead there 15 anly a ‘main effect for essay directian .=.
{r- = 614, df = 1/'?9. p‘ ¢ .05). Furthermare.aﬂ analysis of the |

change scares between the first and Eecand sessiﬂns reveals tﬁgt

-:the effect of essay diréctlen lS mare proncunced at Time 2 pgan;‘

at Time 1 (F = u 03, df = 1/79- P<i 05); This d;ffere:ee;ig .

A

An analysis cf the ratlngs of the target’persan on the

_ Canservative-Liberai dlmenslnn reveals a s;gnlficant Essay Directicn

X Ccms'traint interaction (F = é .99, df = 1/'?9. p<.01) during the

flrst sessian. The effect cf essay dlrectlan on ratlngs was greater

"when the p981tian taken in the essay ‘had been freely chnsen rather

than assigned. This 1nteractlan is displayed in Figure 3. An

_ analysls of the ratinge made tWD weeks 1ater reveals no such

interaeticn (F = 2,50, df = 1/?5, P = ns)
‘ Thus, tha behav;cr engaged ;n by the target persan did affect

subjects impressions. chever._the amount af canstraint plaeedn

‘on the’ target persen when wrltlng the. essay Gnly mediated thig

effect when the impressigns were measured 1mmediately after subjects
‘had read the essay. Two weeks later, only the position taken in f
the essay was significantly related to sub;ects' resultant impressinnr,-A
As expected, attributions of -attitude were~1nf1uenced by
the attitude infarmatibn'pfevided ébcut the target persén; thev

pcsltinn taken in the essay, and the ccnstra%pt placed on the target

IERJ(: person when writing the essay.. ‘The effect of essay direction

§
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was much gréater WhEﬁ tha pasition taken in the esaay was freely

chasén a+har than asgigned ta the targ et persan.i This Was true :

reg&rﬂ e3s af the prEviaua attitude iniarmitinn prav1ded. <The

'within eaeh Attitude panditian is displayed graphically in Figure h

This interagzipn was abtainad bath ‘when the attributioﬁ was made _

immediately after reading the essay and when the attribution was

: made two weeks 1ater \;ime 1: F = 52 11, daf = 1/'?9. X4 .01 ‘I‘ime
ﬁE‘ F, 49 55.,df = 1/79, { Di) When the essay pasitian wasg.

vifreely chcsen hy the target persan. the effect of essay directien

on attributinns of attitude was substantial (Time 14 .F =-189,94, .~
1ﬁE;P(-ﬂ)r

= 1/39, p( 01: Time 21 T = 130 ,00, ar

_Hawever, when the essay pasitiﬁn was purportedly assligned tn the *

target persen.\the effect af essay directian on attributkﬁns of |
atkitude was. minimal (Time 11 F = .17, af = 1/39, p = ns; Time 3:,
.04, df = 1/39, p = ne). | - S
~ On_the other hand, as expected the effect of the attitude *

1nfarmatian on attributians was inversely related tg the essé& 's -

'diagnosticity. That'is, the effect of the attitude information |

was, greater when  the essayfpasitieﬁ'was agsigned to the essay writer
rather than freely chosen. The interaction between attitude

information and constraint was statistically significant both when

| the attributinn was made immediately after reading the essay and
- when the attributian was made gha weeks later (Time 1: F = 8, 30,

= 1/79, p{ .01 Time 21 F # l+».,l+1, af = 1/79, p<.05). When the

fessay pasitian was freely chesen by the target=persan, the effect

of attitude informaticn an attributions was ngt significant (Time 114
1/39. p = nss ‘I‘ime 2. F = * 1,39, df = = 1/39, p = ns)

]

F=147,df

T
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Hawavar. whan ‘the. aaaay pnaitian waa purpartadly aaaignad ta tha

target persan. the effect cf Attituda Diraatian on attributiana

was substantial \;;Lma 1+ F = 16 15 df # 1/39. p<{.013 Tima El n
19 6ls, daf = 1/39- P( -01) Irx sum, tha utilizatian of the

behaviaral infarmatinn appaara ta have- baan dlractly related to

its diagnaatiaity. while the utii;zatian of the attitude infarmatian"

g waa inveraely relataa ta the subsequent behav;ar'a diagnaatlaity.

Dvarall. thaaa raaulta pravida a, atrang validat1an of prev1aua

flndinga 1n the araa of attltuda attribhtlan; o

’bISGQSSIDN

-Eased Qn'eur féaﬁlta. wa caﬁ'éanaluﬂa‘that'iﬁdividualaffarm
predictable impressions about othara on the baaia of specific
attitudinai'infaraatian when camblned with subsequent behavioral
infarmatlan., It should be nataé that the attitude information
pravidad for aub;acta in th;a research aantainad no glarlng in—~
canalatenaiaai‘ In real. 11fa Paaple s attltuaaa are probably nat
as ayataaatic"aa>thaaa praaantad here. 1In faat,_at times people

may seem to be a bundle of contradictions. On the other hand,

‘ certain behaviors are more iﬁfarmativé abnut-an individual‘'s

-truarnatura'than atﬁara In this raaaarch the- d;ractianality of

the bahaviar (i e., aaaay) was varied but aaeh essay was only of

.maderata atrength. If the esgay writer had appaarad to take a

atrang stand on tha issue of the lagalazatlun of marijuana. the
1mpaat of this infarmatlan may have been greater., A more detailed
invaatigatian would invalva varying the strength as well as tha
d;raatian of the atimulua 1nfarmatian. In faet thara may ‘be waya

~of aalidifying an impraaaicn in the mind of a parcaiver other

! , o T ],U- ' : v



than verying ite Btféﬁgthi Teééet~(19781 hae'demenefreted-thet

individuals ere instructed te epend time thinking ebeut thet
ebjeet. Perhepe the impreesien ef a terget person can be. A

strengthened in en,enelegeue manner by eeking 1ndividuele to

~ think ebeut the pereaﬂ fer a few minutes beeed on the infermetien
‘previded. Another Peeelbility is to heve pereeivere explieitly
describe the terget pereen in writing. Either type ef prceedure

%

might meke the impreeeien more reeietent to ehenge.

Ae in ether ettributien studies, we have feund thet the effeetv

~ of behavi ireetien on ettributiene of att*tude is less’ when

the behevier hee been eenetreined in some menneri Mereever. thie
l

is true regardleee of wheﬁher the ettributien ie made immedietely

or later in time. *ﬂeweverg the lack of an ;1x essay direction effect

in the assigned condition appears to be ineeﬁeieient with earlier
results which indieate that observers tend to eeﬁtinue to make = -,

attributiene’ef ettltude eeneietent with the eeaey peeitien even wher

~the peeitien has been eeeigned. The mejerity of theee previeue'

etudiee. however, did not specifically create a behevierel expectanc
Jones, Worchel, Geethele. and Grumet (1971) did menipu;ete behaviere‘
expectancies and dieeevered thet when week essays were written ‘

under constraint eenditiene and were ineeneletent with the beheviere
expectancy, Jjudges attributed ettitudee in reverse of the eeeey e
directionality. Since a behevierel expeeteney was ereeted in the
present reeeereh. and since the eeeeys ueed were only moderate in'

etrengfh. the leek of any direction effeet in the eeeigned conditior

is not surprising. . . »

The finding thet attributiene mede two weeke later paralleled

li Tt



. é(1979) Thesé euthere erigineily thaught that the E§e£f;

v . ) ) o " oy

*J,l‘“, b

:‘tneee made immeefemely after reeﬁing the eeeey is eenemetent with

reeulte ef a feeent study eendueted by Jenee. Rigge. end éuett?ene

infermetien night be ferweteem eeter. Therefere, they‘p edieted

,“Vthet the attributiene of pereeivere whe were ;nitielly infermed

i’.thet the eeeey peeitien had ' been eeeigned weuld 1eter shift in a

‘direetxen mere eerreependent with the eeeey peeitinn. Hewever- , ;ir

they dieeevered that, this wee not th eee; The_reeu%te of our

lreeeereh are eeneietent w;th ﬁhie fin ,ng.

Perhape the meet intereeting euteeme ef our reeeereh 1e the
finding that initielly the influenee ef a behevier on peeple 8
impreeeiene is a functien ef beth ite direetien and its ﬂiegneetieityi
As time peeeee. however. mhe diegneetie1ty of that behevier beeemee
less impertemt. The dlmgnlehing effeet ef the’ eenetreint 1nfermetien
1e anelegeue .to a eleeper effeet in the area ef ettitude ehenge.
Previeue results indicate that ‘the information in a persuasive

eemmunleatien tende to be remembered while related infermetien

feeneerning the eeuree 8 eredibility tends to be fergetten (Hevlend &

Weiee. 1951; Kelﬁen & Hovland, 1953) In the present case, the

,peeitien tefgﬁg}h the essay was apparently. remembered two weeks
'later ‘while the eeeempenying eenetreint infermatinn ne longer
_exerted en effeet - of eeurse. if the essays had themeelvee been .

"extremely etreng the constraint infermetien mey heve wielded little:

A infiuenee either initlelly or later. In any case, it deee appear

thet with the peeeege of time certain typee of information may

eeeume more weight then ethere and that later impreeeiene temd to

refleet thig difference. R

Appe:ently the constraint information was important to
19 N

4
)



, R ’ 11-
perceivers when it had direct implications for é judgment to be
made, such as an attribution. ﬁowever; the directicnality of :_ '{%
the essay took ‘precedénce over the accémpanying ccnstraint‘infcr—
mation when perceivers were askedi}a indicate. their general impreséicn
of the target persaﬁ;- This result may have éértain;practical
implications. 'Suppase.,far example, that a prigoner G%%war or a
hostage makes a Eeriésgaf_unpatfiatic sfatements; Observers may
readily acknowledge that tﬁé behavior was cénstéainéd and they may
also assume that these statements are not an accurate reflection
of the person‘'s true attitudes. However, if the results of this

- research are any icatic?, impfésaiaés of the person may still
change as a result of the person's behavior. Thus it may be
dangerous to assume that the i iediate diéccunting of a given
behavior means that the impression of the actor will remain
unchanged ér that the content of the behavior will be ignored.

ﬁhafevar di?ectian future research in this area should take,

it éfﬂmiEES to be both prﬂvgcétive and stimulating. More importantly,
the outcome of such research should contribute substantially to a

better understanding of human behavior.
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